
Measuring Our Performance and
the Well-being of Children:
Indicators to Help Strengthen
Minnesota’s Child Welfare System

February 2000



This document is available in alternative formats to individuals with disabilities by calling
651-296-7031 or through the Minnesota Relay Service at 800-627-3529.



The Challenge

In 1998, Minnesota counties received almost 16,200 reports of alleged child
maltreatment involving more than 24,800 children. Forty-three percent of these children
(10,572) were maltreated. Seventy percent of children maltreated were victims of
neglect, 26 percent were physically abused, 8 percent were sexually abused and 1 percent
suffered emotional abuse or mental injury. Many suffered multiple forms of abuse. Three
Minnesota children died from maltreatment in 1998 and another 75 children suffered
life-threatening injuries.

When children are no longer able to remain safely in their own homes, other safe
living arrangements must be found for them. During 1998, more than 18,800 Minne-
sota children were in out-of-home placement. Currently, more than 900 children under
state guardianship in Minnesota are in need of permanent adoptive homes. The Depart-
ment of Human Services, counties and private adoption agencies are working in partner-
ship to find a safe, nurturing, permanent home for every one of these children.

M innesota’s child welfare system provides a continuum of
services ranging from prevention and support services for
families before they reach a crisis to intervention and

preservation services for families when they are in the midst of a crisis.
These services, provided at the local level by county human service
agencies, are designed to help ensure positive outcomes for Minnesota
children in vulnerable situations.

At the Department of Human Services and in Minnesota’s 87
counties, we will use performance and child well-being indicators to
measure how well Minnesota’s child welfare system is protecting children
at risk of abuse and neglect, how well the system is providing permanent
homes for children who can no longer remain in their own homes and
how well child welfare best practices are being followed in these areas.
The information we gain from the performance and child well-being
indicators will help ensure the well-being of the children we serve and
enable us to continue to improve child welfare services statewide.



Child Welfare Performance and Well-being
Indicators Work Groups

In January 1998, the Child Welfare Performance Measurement Task Force, made up
of state and county staff and a representative from the Children’s Defense Fund, was
formed to establish statewide performance measures for Minnesota’s public child welfare
system. The task force appointed a state-county Performance Indicators Work Group to
develop performance measures for child safety, permanency for children, and child welfare
system activity. The child safety and permanency outcome indicators measure the public
child welfare system’s performance in protecting children from recurring maltreatment and
in securing permanent living arrangements for children. The system activity indicators
measure adherence to best practices and help inform the child outcome indicator data.
The Social Services Information System collects all of this data.

In June 1999, the State-County Child Well-being Work Group convened to develop
well-being indicators for children served by the child welfare system. The link between
child welfare services and the well-being of children in the child welfare system is tenuous
because children’s well-being is affected by a variety of factors, many of which may be
outside the scope of the child welfare system. In addition, data typically used to measure
child well-being frequently comes from health, education and corrections reporting
systems which often are unable to identify children concurrently being served by the child
welfare system. Consequently, the child well-being indicators do not measure outcome or
progress but are indicators of the well-being of children served by the child welfare system
at particular points in time.

The child welfare performance and child well-being indicators apply to Minnesota
children who have been reported as maltreated, received public child welfare services, and/
or been placed outside their homes.

Counties can use
this data to learn
about successful
child welfare
system approaches
throughout the
state and to follow
the best practices
of others.



Child Safety Outcome Indicators

Desired outcome: Children will be protected from harm.

Outcome indicator
1. Percentage of child protection cases

with a new maltreatment finding
while case is open for child protection
services.

2. Percentage of child protection cases
with a new maltreatment finding
within 12 months of case closure.

3. Number of deaths and near deaths
resulting from child abuse or neglect
and child’s living arrangement at time
of death.

What indicator measures

Permanency for Children Outcome Indicators

Desired outcome: Children will live in permanent living arrangements.

Outcome indicator

1. Percentage of children residing in a
permanent living arrangement within
12 months of  initial out-of-home
placement.

2. Percentage of children in placement
more than 12 months during the last
60 months.

3. Percentage of children whose parents’
rights have been terminated and who
are adopted within 12 months of
termination of parents’ rights

4. Percentage of children whose parents’
rights have been terminated and who
have not declined adoption, “aged out”
of the system, and are not adopted.

What indicator measures

1. The degree to which the system is
meeting timelines for securing perma-
nent placement for children.

2. The degree to which the system is
securing permanent homes for children.

3. The degree to which the system is
meeting timelines for securing adoptive
homes for children whose parents’ rights
have been terminated.

4. The degree to which the system is
securing adoptive placements for
children whose parents’ rights have been
terminated.

1. The extent of repeat child maltreat-
ment occurring during the period
children should be protected by
the system.

2. The potential impact the system has
on deterring repeat child maltreat-
ment.

3. The extent of extreme child maltreat-
ment and the settings where this
maltreatment occurs to children in the
system.

The child saftey
and permanency
outcome
indicators
measure the child
welfare system’s
performance in
protecting
children from
recurring
maltreatment and
in securing
permanent living
arrangements
for children.



Child Well-being Indicators

These indicators apply to children who have been reported as maltreated, received
public child welfare services and/or been placed outside their homes.

The child
well-being
indicators do not
measure outcome or
progress but are
indicators of the
well-being of
children served by
the child welfare
system at particular
points in time.

Well-being indicator

Social Adjustment

1. Percentage of children ages 11 through
18 arrested for a serious crime during the
time a case is open.

Educational Development

1. Percentage of children ages 3 to 5 who
pass preschool screening by the time of
case closing.

2. Percentage of children who pass the third
grade basic standards test by the time of
case closing.

3. Percentage of children who pass the fifth
grade basic standards test by the time of
case closing.

4. Percentage of children age 13 and older
who pass the eighth grade reading,
writing and math tests by the time of
case closing.

5. Percentage of children ages 16 to 19 who
are no longer in high school but receive
their high school diploma or equivalent
by the time of case closing.

6. Percentage of children not placed with
kin who remain in their home school
during placement.

What indicator reveals

1. The extent to which children being
served by the system are alleged to have
committed crimes.

1. The extent to which children being
served in the system are entering
kindergarten ready to learn.

2. The extent to which children being
served by the system are progressing
academically.

3. The extent to which children being
served by the system are progressing
academically.

4. The extent to which children being
served by the system are progressing
academically.

5. The extent to which children being
served by the system are completing
high school or equivalent training.

6. The extent to which educational
stability is maintained for children in
out-of-home placement other than
with relatives.



Well-being indicator

Health

1. Percentage of children who have access
to health care during the time a service
case is open.

2. Percentage of youth under age 18 who
become parents during the time a service
case is open.

3. Percentage of children using drugs or
alcohol during the time a service case
is open.

Family Well-being

1. Percentage of adult caregivers whose
illicit drug or alcohol use within the last
three months is affecting their ability to
raise their children during the time a
service case is open.

2. Percentage of families who have inad-
equate housing during the time a service
case is open.

3. Percentage of families experiencing
domestic abuse issues during the time a
service case is open.

4. Percentage of adult caregivers who have
the capacity to raise their children
without outside assistance during the
time a service case is open.

5. Percentage of families with incomes
under federal poverty guidelines during
the time a service case is open.

What indicator reveals

1. The extent to which children in the
system have access to resources to meet
their physical and mental health
care needs.

2. The extent to which adolescents being
served by the system are having children.

3. The extent to which children being
served by the system are using alcohol or
illicit drugs.

1. The degree to which drug or alcohol use
by adult caregivers may contribute to the
jeopardy of children being served by the
system.

2. The degree to which substandard
housing may contribute to the distress of
children being served by the system.

3. The degree to which domestic abuse in
families may contribute to the endanger-
ment of children being served by the
system.

4. The degree to which a caregiver’s
capacity to raise their children may
contribute to the predicament of
children being served by the system.

5. The degree to which family income may
contribute to the hardship of children
being served by the system.

The state and
counties can use
child well-being
indicators to assess
the well-being of
children under
their care.

Although the state and county have identified child well-being indicators, they are in
the process of determining the best means of collecting the data.



Child Welfare System Activity Indicators

These indicators apply to children who are at risk of maltreatment as well as children
who have been maltreated.

Activity indicator

1. Percentage of child maltreatment
assessments initiated within 24, 48 and
72 hours of receipt of reports.

2. Number of children assessed for mal-
treatment and number of children with
maltreatment determined.

3. Number of cases in which child protec-
tion services were needed and number of
cases in which child protection services
were provided.

4. Number of children in out-of-home
placement in a given year.

5. Median number of placements per out-
of-home placement episode.

6. Median number of out-of-home place-
ment episodes per child during the past
24 months.

7. Number of petitions filed to terminate
parental rights and the percentage of
those petitions granted.

8. Number of transfers of legal and physi-
cal custody of a child to a relative.

9. Median length of time between termina-
tion of parental rights and placement of
a child in a pre-adoptive home.

10. Median length of time from the date
of parental rights’ termination to
placing a child in a permanent
living arrangement.

11. Percentage of children for whom adop-
tion petitions are filed within 12 months
of pre-adoptive placement.

12. Percentage of children who are adopted
within 12 months of filing an adoption
petition.

What indicator reveals

1. Extent to which child maltreatment
reports are assessed within designated
timeframes.

2. Extent of potential and actual child
maltreatment in a geographic area.

3. Potential need for child protection
services and actual child protection
services provided in a geographic area.

4. Total unduplicated number of children
in out-of-home placement during a
calendar year in a geographic area.

5. Median number of changes in living
arrangements for a child during an out-
of-home placement episode.

6. Median number of out-of-home place-
ment episodes for a child within the last
24 months.

7. Potential and actual need for permanent
placement services for children in a
geographic area.

8. Extent to which permanent living
arrangements for children are secured
with the children’s relatives.

9. Median length of time children free for
adoption are in other out-of-home
placements until pre-adoptive homes are
secured for them.

10. Median length of time all children
whose parents’ rights have been termi-
nated are residing in temporary place-
ment until a permanent living arrange-
ment is secured for them.

11. Extent to which desired timelines for
filing adoption petitions are met for
children in pre-adoptive placement.

12. Extent to which children are adopted
within 12 months of their adoption
petition filing.

The system activity
indicators measure
adherence to best
practices and
help inform the
child outcome
indicator data.



Use of Performance and Child Well-being Indicator Data

We will use performance indicators to provide uniform, statewide measures of the
performance of Minnesota’s public child welfare services. The indicators specifically measure
how well Minnesota’s public child welfare system is:

� protecting children at risk of abuse and neglect

� providing homes for children who can no longer remain in their own homes

� following child welfare best practices to ensure positive outcomes for Minnesota’s
children.

We will use child well-being indicators to:

� assess the well-being of children who are under state and county care

� compare the condition of children currently served by the system with the condition of
children served earlier by the system.

At the Department of Human Services, we will make this performance data available to
policymakers on a county and statewide basis regularly and will also publish this information
in an April annual report for the Minnesota Legislature and other interested stakeholders.
We encourage county human service agencies to use this data to compare:

� their own child welfare performance over time to the performance of other counties, and
state and national performance averages

� data on the well-being of children receiving child welfare services with corresponding
data on all children in their counties, in the state and on a national level.

By doing so, counties will strengthen best practices at a local level to provide better
services to children and their families.

The Department of Human Services will use this information to:

� identify how and where child welfare services differ and to help determine what needs to
be done to improve child welfare services statewide

� monitor statewide public child welfare system performance over time

� compare Minnesota’s public child welfare system performance with that of other states
and the nation as a whole.

This information will:

� help legislators make informed policy decisions

� help county commissioners evaluate the quality of services in their county and make
funding decisions helpful to families and children

� help county staff learn about best practices in other counties and incorporate them into
the services they provide to children and families

� help citizens learn about the child welfare system, the improvements it needs, and the
services available to hold the system accountable and offer support where needed

� help the state meet federal reporting requirements.

Ultimately, this will help children grow up in safe, nurturing, healthy families.

The counties and
the state will use
this information to
identify how and
where child welfare
services differ and
to improve child
welfare services
statewide. All of
this is done to
help children
in Minnesota.



Next Steps:

� By April 1, 2000, prepare the first quarterly report on the performance indicators for
calendar year 1999, using new data from the Social Service Information System.

� By December 1, 2000, prepare the first annual report on Minnesota’s child welfare
system performance for calendar year 1999, using performance data retrieved from the
department’s new data system.

� By April 1, 2001, prepare the first quarterly report on the child welfare system perfor-
mance indicators for calendar year 2000, including indicator data on the well-being of
children served by the system.

Counties can use
this data to
compare
information on
the well-being of
children receiving
child welfare
services with
corresponding
data on all other
children in their
counties, in the
state and in
the nation.



Performance Task Force and Work Group Members

Diane Benjamin, Children’s Defense Fund, 1998-1999

Leesa Betzold, Minnesota Department of Human Services, 1998-1999

Brian Borich, St. Louis County Social Service Department, 1998-1999

Sally Borich, Washington County Community Services, 1998-1999

Judith Brumfield, Scott County Human Services, 1999

Kevin Coler, Chippewa County Family Services, 1998

Patrick Coyne, Dakota County Community Services, 1998

Andy Erickson, Olmsted County Community Services, 1998-1999

Claudia Fercello, Minnesota Department of Human Services, 1998-1999

Meg Hargreaves, Dakota County Community Services, 1998

Laurie Hestness, Ramsey County Human Service Department, 1998-1999

Tom Hustvet, Houston County Department of Human Services, 1998

Dennis Johnson, Minnesota Department of Human Services, 1998-1999

Judith Kidder, Minnesota Department of Human Services, 1998

Joel Kvamme, Minnesota Department of Human Services, 1998-1999

Michael Linder, Minnesota Department of Human Services, 1998-1999

Raeone Loscalzo, Minnesota Association of County Social Service Administrators, 1998

Gene Lyle, Ramsey County Human Service Department, 1998

Paul Lysen, Hennepin County Social Services, 1998

F. Michael Marxen, Douglas County Social Services Department, 1998

Sara Maxwell, Hennepin County Social Services, 1998-1999

Dave May, Ramsey County Human Service Department, 1998

Don Mleziva, Wright County Human Services, 1998

Joan Monahan, Minnesota Department of Human Services, 1998-1999

Bill Pinsonnalt, Anoka County Human Services, 1999

Dorothy Renstrom, Minnesota Department of Human Services, 1998-1999

Dave Rooney, Dakota County Community Services, 1998-1999

Dave Sainio, Itasca County Health and Human Services, 1998-1999

David Sanders, Hennepin County Social Services, 1998

Heidi Schmidt-Boyd, Hennepin County Social Services, 1999

Erin Sullivan Sutton, Minnesota Department of Human Services, 1998-1999

Jean Swanson Broberg, Minnesota Department of Human Services, 1998-1999

Leo Vos, Mille Lacs County Family Service and Welfare Department, 1998

Gina Washington, Minnesota Department of Human Services, 1999

Gwen Wildermuth, Minnesota Department of Human Services, 1998-1999
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